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BEFOREVRlE FEDERAL ELEV!*ION =OMKSSZON

I n the matter of)
) bUR 053 (75)

Durkin for Senate Committee )

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

I. Issues and Pertinent Facts

The issues in this matter arise as a result of-findinqs.

made in a Federal Election Commission audit in December 1975-

which followed the September 16, 1975, special election in

New Hampshire between John Durkin and Louis Wyman. The audit

revealed that three union political action committees -- each

meeting the requirements of 18 U.S.C. 5608(b) (2) -- made

unreported contributions in kind on behalf of the Durkin for

Senate Committee. The PACS making the contributions were as

follows:

1. International Lady Garment Workers Union
Campaign Committee, $1,723.29.

2. Marine Engineers Beneficial Association
Political Action Fund, $1,545.85.

3. Service Employees International Union,
COPE, $300.00.

The contributions were made with the knowledge and implied con-

sent of the Durkin for Senate Committee. If added to the Com-

mittee's total expenditures the contributions create a violation

of the limitation in 18 U.S.C. S608(c).

EDReA! E'CThIN CRMISSION
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~ftI ~ZORT ~RKW~~AUDIT

During the week of Decembe -8 through '12, 197,

the Federal Election Commission conducted.an aud it

the Durkin/Wyman campaigns for Senate6. The audt, tn

cernedi the September 16, .1975o,, 000cia eleet-ion to,, fi1

the New Hampshir~e Senate seat, and:vas conducted purftaht

to Title 2s United States Code,, 54,3&(a) (8), and the,..

Commission's Interim Guideline relative to the'Bew

Hampshire Senate election, published September 3,. 1975

in the Federal Register (40 FR 40668). Representing

the Commission during the audit were, Mr. Peter RoDmn,

Chief, Audit and Investigation Division; Mr. Michael

Hershman, Audit Manager; Mr. Barry L.. Shilito, Staff

Attorney, Office of General Counsel; Ms. Nancy Davis,

Public Records and Ms. Karyl Billups, Public Records..

On December 8, 1975, Mr. Roman and Ms. Davis

met with Ms. Barbara Shea,, Treasurer of the Durkin

for Senate Committee at the Post office on Hanover

Street in Manchester, New Hampshire. Mr. Rmn..

explanined to Ms. Shea that the audit was rout $V

and would cover all the candidates involved in t

New Hampshire Special Election as well as the Democratic

and Republican State Committees. Mr. Roman also

explained we would need to see the Committee's books,

bank statements, checks, deposits, contributor cards
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(3) $300- expenditure by the Service s *-

AFL-CIQ/CWg for tht.-salary, of Tom Xing, Vp*weh4 A4,J

Oerformed"'work for the Durkin.Campaign prior to 'tMd

special election. It is not known yet whethet !,Dur 4~

off icials were aware of his activity on their behaf.

If all three of these expenditure adjustment' w

added to the Durkin Campaign, the total expenditures'

M are, $180,556.15 per book. If the Commission chooses

N- ~to add these adjusted expenditures to the Committe,.e's

expenditure limitation the committee has obviously:

"van exceeded its limit in violation of 18 U.S.C., S608(e).

Another alternative would be to charge MEBA and ILGWU

with violating 18 U.S.C., S608(e).

C on December 8, 1975, Mr. Hershman and Ms. Billups

met with Mr. E. William Bisson, Treasurer for the

3%. Wyman Campaign and Ms. Caro Bennett, bookkeeper, in

Concord, New Hampshire. Mr. Hershman explained that

the audit was routine and would cover all the candidates

involved in the New Hampshire Special Election.

Mr. Hershman also explained we would need to see the

Committee's books, bank statements, checks, deposits,

contributor cards and invoices. The audit procedures

followed were the same as previously mentioned.

The staff discovered that the Wyman Committee

formed two committees (Wyman #1 and Wyman #2) in

got
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accordan UU~i ~ WSce with teCmiso'5Ne a*mpoh~ U_ *4

July 31st was used as the cut-of f date. Oepar~4q~.~

Committees. Unfortunately, both committees 0', *

of the same bank account until on or About a t-Ob 3

1975, when Wyman #2 opened a separate accout,

our preliminary audit revealed that the Vywa #
Committee made at least $24,500 in expenditures,

attributable to the special election and that when dd

to the expenditures from the Wyman #2 Couurittee'1of,

approximately $169,000, the campaign had greatly exceeded

their $180,000 expenditure limit under 18 U.S.C., 5608,(e).'

With this in mind, Messrs. Roman, Hershinan, and Shillito

conferred and agreed to advise the Commission that-a

subpoena might be necessary to attain custody 'of -the books

and records for the Wyman Special Election campaign., The

staff felt the need for a subpoena was compounded-by the -

Wyman campaign treasurer's inability to explain or

ENE~ C ONlt MfIRMISSION
answer any questions regarding the books and. *cp

Also, the best evidence for any potential iakII'

*The Republican National Committee (ENC) has approximately
$1,800 in travel expenses left over from President.Ford's
visit to New Hampshire during the campaign. The INC. has
informed the Wyman #2 Committee that they cannot pay these
expenditures without exceeding their limitation under
18 U.S.C., S608(f), and therefore requested the committee
to pick up the tab. Also, the New Hampshire Telephone
Company has attempted to seek reimbursement for bills
owed by the Wyman #2 Committee from the New Hampshire
Republican State Committee. The State Committee has
informed the telephone company they cannot pay for bills
owed by Wyman #2 Committee without violating 18 U.S.C.,
5608(f).



~4epeg a used by the, Wymian #1 Co m to

for the, ecal lcioa t stff did -t *1

could guarantee the integrity-of the cards*, *x 'wliZ ,

books and records unless they were in the Comsid- .

custody. One entry the staff found part iouiaL ~~~~

was a $10,253 debt owed the Wyman # 1 comuittee byL the~

Wyman #2 Committee. Neither Mr. Bisson nor-ft, Sennett'

were able to explain the entry and stated they knew

nothing about it. Mr. Hershman was later contacted by',

Dick Thacher, bookkeeper for the Republican National

-_Committee and a former part-time bookkeeper for the

Wyman Committee. Mr. Thacher explained that the $10,253

represented 57 percent of the #1 Committee's expenditure

for the special election. He indicated that Wyman $1
PN

Committee also transferred 57 percent of the monies_

raised as a result of the fundraising to Wyman #2. The

43 percent of the contributions left in Wyman #1-were

used to pay expenses not related to the September 16,,

1975 special election. Mr. Thacher indicated that by

using his allocation formula the Wyman campaign did not,

exceed their expenditure limitations of $180,000.

On December 11, 1975, Mr. Hershman contacted

Mr. Bisson to arrhage a meeting to discuss several of

the questions which had arisen during the course of.~ ac
the audit. The meeting was scheduled for 2:00 pm.' I~fca~ it i

~~'~'Z



Dcember '11. M r. Hershman- later' 0a4"u'0

informed her 'of the meeting Atd "01116t ,

there. 2ecause of the crimina1 natr of a~ tt1~

violation under Title 18, weeV ahai i both P**

should be represented by counsel.

At 2100 p,.m., December U, M~esars Roan *~i~aI

and Shillito met with representatives ,,of 'the Vyma

Committee at the Republican State -Comm~ittee headquaztrs,~

in Concord, New Hampshire. Representing the.Wyman

Committee were E. William Bisson, Treasurer, Caro

mow* Bennett, Bookkeeper and Eugene Van Loan,, Ill, Attorney

of the firm Wadleigh, Starr, Peters, Dunn and Kohls

of Manchester, New Hampshire.

The Committee was advised that the audit had raised

several questions concerning, the allocation of expendi-

N tures between the Wyman #1 and #2 Committees.. It was

explained that the Commission would have to determine

the validity of the allocation formula attributed to

Mr. Thacher, of the RNC. In addition, it was, pointed

out that the expenditures cited by the Wyman #1

Committee ($17,818 for the special election), did not

included staff salaries and other administrative cogs

and that this may alter the results of the allocation

formula used. FEDERAL ELECION COMMISSION
OFFICIAL FILE COP Y

OFFICE Of CGIEUL COM~LL



if the C DWtetion found f ault with t 'e

formula, it mi~ght mean that'the Vm o

#2 exceede4 the expenditulre limitationis 'Of' it1, ,

56084c). However, it was explained that'te .4e4

concerning the formula would be a difficult p

would require additional audit -steps.0 The audit4 ;

procedures would be tedious because they-in oeI 2thos

inspection of all contributor cards and expezndi tdko

records. We stated that in order to present the v&tt*

in a full and fair manner to the Commission it would

be helpful to take some of the records to Washington

in order to analyze them.

It was absolutely clear that our request was for,

voluntary cooperation and that denial of that cooperation

would not necessarily lead to further Commission action.

Mr. Van Loan did inquire as to the possible consequences.

of exceeding the spending limitations. He was told

that exceeding the limit would constitute a violation.

Van Loan further inquired as to the responsibility-

and was informed that the responsibility rests with

the Treasurer and candidate. He (Van Loan) indicated

that if criminal liability was a possibility then perhaps

the Commission should subpoena the records. We replied

that a decision to subpoena was up to the Commission,.

Again, we stressed that the reason for wa~wi"~t

QF)~ OPY
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recodsa the ti~me, wasfrfith *&y*L

Mr. Van Loan asked for a :br"ak'dov of thbe r A

allocation* as formulated by the yan. Cimitteo. .

this discussion the topic of staff salaries arbse"'4

Mrs.* Bennett indicated that-virtually a1l 'hert

of Mr. Bissons, tiuAe and a portion of 'the tjeo

tary,, Mrs. Helen Martin,, was used for colle tinq -nd

collating contributions. resulting from the fundtaigin*

drive.

Mr. Van Loan requested a period to speak "with,

Mr. Bisson and Ms. Bennett. After the conversation, we,.

returned and were informed that the materials would be

voluntarily released. Van Loan indicated that he recomaw

mended that Bisson and Bennett obtain private counsel and

answer no further questions. In addition, Van Loan 'requested

that Bisson and Bennett be left with enough materials so.

they might complete the next report. This was agreed

upon, and a receipt was drawn for the records (see attached).

The Audit and Investigation staff is presently

analyzing the books and records for the Wyman Campaign

and their findings will be contained in the final report

on this audit.

ASE



On Wednesday, December 10, ~5 r o~~ &~~<'

Mr. Shillito audited the New HampshireDnoc 4 ota

conmittee. We interviewed Mr. Lynchr in charge.q ** ii

State Couuuittee~i Federal expenditures* 
hr n~ ~

ad vised that the audit was being conducted pursuant t0-

Now the Federal Election Campaign Act of 19-71, as amnded4#

specifically# Title 2, United States Code, Section.4 43 8

The reports filed by the New Hampshire Democratic

State Committee do not reflect that the Committee hiad 
inc

fact established a separate segregated fund for 
the support

of candidates running for Federal office. Mr. Lynch informed

us, however, that the State Committee had registered 
1its

Cseparate Federal account under the name of the 
State C=om

mittee and titled "Get Out the Vote", and the 
State"

Committee itself had never registered or reported 
to ,the

Federal Election Commission. The Federal account of the

New Hampshire Democratic State Committee spent 
approximuately

$7,000, and did not exceed the expenditure limitation 
under

S608(f) of Title 18. Mr. Shillito and Mr. Roman were

satisfied that the books and records for the 
New Hampshire

Democratic State Committee Federal account accurately

reflected the amount of expenditures made on behalf 
of the

Durkin for Senate Campaign.

OFFICIAL FILE. CPY
OFFICE Uf OW I4EIaW&



On tid , Doeeber 1~2, 1075 Mr. SMi 11 0

eogMoelan, the Treasu.rer for 'thei %*

Democratic State Coupittee. The purposeiot. this

was to examine the books and records of the Nw-v

Democratic State Committee to determine whether Orz't',.d

they had expended any funds in addition tor~ by,~

the Federal account. 'An examination Of 'thle books *"AX*

records for the New Hampshire Democratic State Co~Lttee-

indicates that they did not spend any money outside of the

Federal account. I am satisfied, therefore, that the

"Nam records and books of the New Hampshire Democratic State

Committee reflect expenditures on behalf of State and

local candidates and not Federal candidates, and that the

New Hampshire Democratic State Committee need not register

and file reports with the Commission, provided they con-

rh. tinue to make expenditures on behalf of candidates for

Federal office out of their separate segregated-Federal

account.

The following are a list of compliance actions or

complaints submitted to the staff by the Staff Director,.

Mr. Potter, and the Chairman of the Commission, Mr. Curtis.8

(1) The first complaint states that on August 26,

1975, the Teamsters D.R.I.V.E. gave $1,000 to the. Durkin

campaign. The Durkin Committee refunded the $1,000 to

D.R.I.V.E. on September-11, 1975. 01 OLM -La1975~

DFF CIAL FILE CCflP
OITICE OfE MEi1AL CI



DR* I*V*Eo gave $1 #000 t~ te% .* eire

S t4te, COw. il ?Che: compLit '0,6e t *~1hs

be coinciden e, -but ifnoitvul .appeaw r t~~
fud.It, qoe8 'on to saLy thrat the0 NeW h

State Council did not reor bo th E sh$ng n V4

in this electon.

Essentially, the nature of' the complain t is ta h

New Hampshire, Democratic Stt C ncidd not repor to

the Federal Election Commission. The New Hampshire

Democratic State Council and the' New HaMshire: Democratic

State Committee are one and the same Committee. In view

of this it appears that the complaint has been answered

since the Committee is in fact registered with the Comm
r

mission. AID intends to contact Teamsters D.R.I.V.E.; to

discover what happened to the $1,000 which was alledgedly

given to the Durkin Campaign and then refunded to the ,Teamsters.

Neither the Durkin Campaign or the Democratic State Committee

reports indicate having received the $1,000 in question.

During our conversation with Mr. Lynch of the Democratic

State Committee, he indicated that the $1,000 check from

D.R.I.V.E. was not accepted, and was returned without being

deposited.

(2) The second complaint concerns an article which

appeared in the New Hampshire Sunday News which states that

Miss Ruth Colunibo was in New Hampshire to set up phone



banks> for the, special electiori Miss Collumbo,

wspaid ,by Georqe Meany Pre eft '04C, t4t1

Oqboss 'is Al Barkin, 9atiorial" Director ,of COPZ.

Miss Columbo was listed in theAF -Ct Xreprt U 4

with the Department of Labor for the Fiscal XYear j7ly 1

1974, to June. 30,, l97f A the--Assistant Area !Diri~ct Of

the Women's Activities Deatent of the AFL-CIO. She i

not listed as a COPE employee as all the COPE ,employOO-6 are.-

NRECOMMEDATIO--AID will contact Miss Columbo'.

(3) The third allegation is that on September, 29,

1975, the International Lady Garment Worker's Union Campaign

Committee reimbursed the International Lady Garment worker's

Union $1,132.74 for Elliott Klitzman's and Margaret.Bevin's'

in-kind work for the Durkin Campaign. On September 29,

1%1975, the International Lady Garment Worker's Union Campaign

Committee reimbursed the North New England District Council

$59,0.55 for in-kind services for the Durkin Campaign for

Elliott Klitzman, Edward O'Connell,,Margaret Bevins and

Theresa Longlie. The Durkin Committee does not show these

contributions anywhere in thes$Vreports.

on Thursday, December .11, 1975, Mr. Shillito spoke

with Mr. Lipsig, treasurer for the International Lady

Garment Worker's Union. Mr. Lipsing informed Mr. Shillito

that the individuals mentioned in the above complaint were

assigned to the Durkin Committee and provid~ ~ f



Saw d a 1 ateri1 the Ctpag Cmittee f or tk*' n

:Lady Oarmet oresUnorimursed, the, Uaj,*
o0'f the ex~penses-incurred for salares ecbyhe 4ndi4

named above. In conversations with Mrs. BarbarA'$hea,,

treasurer for the Durkin Campaign Committee, Mrs. Shea

indicated that she had no knowledge of any of the -ini idu~a2*

named in the above complaint being assigned to -the Durkin

committee. Mrs. Shea did indicate, however, thajt Mr. 3. 'Joseph,

Grandmaison was in charge of all the union campaign

activities carried on by the Durkin Campaign. We have

not yet contacted Mr. Grandmaison, but intend to do so

in order to find out the nature of the services provided

by the individuals indicated in the complaint. It would

appear that if the nature of this allegation is accurate,

K then we would have to add an additional $1,723.29 to the

P% expenditure limitation for the Durkin Committee,, or charge

the Union with a violation of 18 U.S.C. S608(e).

(4) The fourth allegation is that on August 28, 1975,

the Seafarers Political Activities Donation Committee (SPAD)

gave $1,150 to the Sullivan County Labor Council AFL-CIO in.

Claremont, New Hampshire. The money was alledgedly given

for the campaign of John Durkin and the Sullivan County

Labor Council did not register or report as required by

law.

FREVREP
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contact~ the 8utll.v"* 'a~nyLa COUaPci 1.~~O~1

Success* AID will -Contact SPAD: onthis matter

(5)' The f ifth, "complaint is that og~ie

letters and brochures to Union members in evlp*~~

spec 1,41 postal rates as non-profit or anidzation~.Zi

view of the fact these postal rates are subsidized by thel

Federal Government, the complaint indicates that-they .ee)

this is a violation of the Federal law. This would seem

to be allowed by 18 U.S.C. S610. Recommendation is that''

the legal staff look into this matter and come-up with an

answer.

qW (6) The sixth complaint is that the New Hampshire

0 Democratic State Committee Get Out the Vote (GOV) Comn-

mittee registered on September 5, 1975, and did not-report

contributions-or expenses on behalf of the DurkinCaain

This allegation does not appear to be valid in viev of the

fact that the New Hampshire Democratic State Counittee,

Get Out the Vote Committee did, in fact, register and.

file with the Federal Election Comission.

offICINL I fILE ~P
OFFICE Of GEtIRM COUN&E
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(7). The seventh omlaint ishtafe h *~4
electioi the Durki Campa gn set up a., c0t~ni

to pay off debts an4 finante the.Senate Chat!,enge.,_h1

committee was. called the Durkin -for U.S. -Senate -5 Canpai'

The complaint alleges that, 'the Comittee, raised $$,3,0351197
and spent $49,980.47 and had a cash o~a hand sea4 Q

$1,196.76 and a debt of $45,606.59*.'This Comoittee also

reported as of October 6, 1975, contributions 'of $208, 146.57

in expenses of $196.27 for the cash on, hand of $12,19 312

and a debt of $14,777.32. The complaint alleges that..the
Committee is keeping two sets of books which they indicate

is a clear violation of the Federal Election Law.

Under the New Hampshire Interim Guidelines issued by

the Federal Election Commission on September 3, 1975, and

found in the Federal Register 40 FR 40668, the Commission

indcatd each candidate must designate a new principal

campaign committee to receive contributions and incur

expenditures in respect to the September 16, special

election. It would therefore appear that the New Hampshire

Guideline required the keeping of two sets of books--one

for the 1974 election and another for the 1975 special

election, held on September 16, 1975. In view of this it

does not appear that the complaint merits any further

investigation.



4(8) Al legat ion -.number 'flhti that Ralph''a '0"

WOWRikpghir o0 Wekbeforet the election
quest1inwasa raisd "voualdoIt, itbe itreia~

organized labor is contributing, toNader' s 0 f6r.4*4

big business.w We: have not so0ught to uncover _1yk~

which would indicate that organized labo was' i~ t~

contributing to Mr. Nader's efforts-against big bt~pess

one week prior to the election in' New H,-ampshire.., since. it

C4 would appear that the nature of this complaint does notl

merit further investigation.

(9) The ninth allegation states: "An example of,

getting around the lays are the Machinist Nonpartisan

Iqa Political Committee's contributions to the Durkin Campign."

c It goes on to state that on February 11, 1975, the

N Machinist Nonpartisan Political Committee gave $1,00

N to Durkin's 1974 Campaign. On July 11, 1975, they gave

$5,000. The complaint goes on to state that these contri-..

butions are supposedly for the 1974 election and the 1975

challenge pre-election. It indicates that the Committe

went on to give another $5,000 on August 28,, 1975. 'The

complaint alleges that the $5,000 limitation under Title 18,-

United States Code S608b(2) was violated by these contribution's.

Treatment of past campaign debts is dealt with in Advisory

Opinions 5 and 6 issued by the Federal Election Commlaission

on July 25, 1975, and found in 40 FR 31316, ap4 lso in the



$7 7

Commis sion~ s Interim Guideline and, Policy

to past campin debts issued on) Auguzst-5 95 1i

in.40 FA 32950. it would seem that .since 'the $1,#O 0 ,

by the Union for the 1974 campaign was desiqnated,:' th at

campaign and that the $5,000 given on July 11, 197% s

given prior to the July 31 date which was th ut*f t

for the beginning of the special election, .that th*

entire amount of $6,000 would therefore. be alloclated for

the 1974 election in order to defray past campaign debts.

The amount given on August 28, 1975,, $5,000 would naturally

apply toward the upcoming special election in New Hampshire

on September 16, 1975, and be subject to the $5,000 limit

in 18 U.S.C. S608(b)(2). In view of the fact that the"

$5,000 given by the Union on July 11, 1975, was given prior

to the issuance of Advisory Opinions 5 and 6 and theCorn-

mission' s Interim Guideline Policy Statements relating to

past campaign debts, it would not seem necessary for the

Union to submit a written statement to the Durkin Committee

spec ifying that the contribution was to be used for-the

1974 campaign.

RECOMMENDATION--It would appear that there is not a

violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,

as amended, contained in the complaint and the matter

should be closed. -A



Mrf. LaWrefto I. ,Rady of 22 :cea RiiIdqe, Ha re

Hasphietelephone number 4-73 r Radia

that the Wyman Campaign was using the Governwumt *i*

for political purposes. During the conversationMr)$a

indicated that he h-aid gotten his informtion -eO* Mbfd,

and that thep paty he received his information -roi 464

not care to talk to the Commission. in view of this it.

would appear this complaint action has to be c losed -for

lack of substantive information.
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The following is a list of possible Federal violations by the

Durkin canpaign and by organized labor's political camittees.
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,n'§/26/75 the Teamsters D.RJ.0V.E. gave $1,0010 to the Durldin"
Campaign. Thbe Durkin comittee refunded the $1,000 to D3.1*I*VoE@
on 9/211/75. on~ 9/12/75 D.R.I.V.E. gave $1,000 to the New iHampshi:
Demczatic $ta~te, Council.

This m ay be coincidence but if not it would appear to be directed
funds*

The New Hampshire Democratic State Council did not report to the
F.E.C. as being involved in this election.

D.R.I.V.E. reports are attached.
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day, year)

7/2/75

7/21/75

7/28/75

8/5/75

-8/26/75

V/ 6/75'

(Use separate po

Pull NMue, Mailig Address~,,and ,ZI!' Cci

P~art

ay (Ir .fepne4 ~i

ve4r.w.rtdIgp

I,
Rangel Education Fund
417 New Jersey Ave., SE
Washington, D.C. 20003 Awrogotevyear-ta-Datc

Debt Burner Committee
5120 Maris, No. 300
Alexandria, Virginia Kittac gie art.Date

Jef fords For Congress
1707 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036 A vnpYeir-to-IDate

Neal For Congress Committee
1401 Northgate Square Apt. 2-C
Res ton, Virginia 22090 I Ariwreagate Yenr-tr-)ate

Robert Linthicum, Treasuter-
220 E. Lexingrton Street

Bal1t imore , Mary land 21202-o at

Durkin For U.S. Senate l
Committee

P.O. Box 36 AgeaeYa-oPt

Manchester_ New_ Ham pshi r_4 03105 _

__________ rewate Year-to-Ilate

S f-*. lo. ft 1"' vul.-SF

S 1,000.00

This periodt

This period

___ m
Ijul S I This period

ftll ite

1 ~r-7 teYart

-- - -- ~This period

F1 I Co-ate 
Ye ar-to a)te

TOTAL TIS PEIZTOD

(Last i:a:te of thtis l'art ()111)

Page J

- ~ ~ ~ 6 lost* ---

%-- qM "W-M, low

10 IN 10 oapjlepjl

le

Mullpt
affiti

Itevint-I January 1974

This period
$ 500.00

This period

$750.00,

This period
$ 100.00,

This period
$ 500.00

This period
$ 500.00
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(Use separate page(s) for each nunibeie ~t

Date (month, Oraa~f rre~iIPA i muto
day. ~~3~) Full Name. Mailing Address, and ZIP Code i-

9/8/75 Committee to Re-Elect Thsperio.d

Yvonne Brathwaite Burke $ .500.600
910 16th Street, N. W. S4j~tj;t iit te 600

- _____Washington, D.C. 2000690 __I .
9/8/75 Burdick Campaign Commitiee This peri'ol

P.O. Box 1929 1 10 00'.0 0
Wash ing1on11 D.C. 20013 0a-ort __

9/8/75 Senate Democratic Campaign j his --riod

130 old Senate office @.et-oDe

Wahn ton Ii -..251-
V00Y29/i 7 s5 -- New lfnampshire Democati. 7T.)s j rigid

State Cotittee $1,00040 0.
323 Franklin Street 'Y.-

Manchester, N jf~ampsh~i!d] 03-105 I
9/22/75 Congressional Black Cau( s DinnerTY ho

1 Lincoln Plaza S 11000.00

9/23/75 vhe '76 LT -ft. For Senate Co mift'e I

P.O. Box 213412 £ 200
Wash ing ton, D.C. 20024-Dt

9/23/73 inNtn DCEWC

/23/73 [IN - IST Nigh
1623 Massachusetts A ele N.W $ 00
1W1ashington, D.C. 2900306 e!

10/~6/73 ". ike 'Mu'irphy For Coi11>._'31
11.0. B~ox 1166 0 ,A00. 00

N~svi 1ee 37'~i9

10~//7 Edxard Glvymp
2913 _%riiory Drive
Nashville, ense ~l

1067M.."yers CaiacnFund m ~~
.5219 7a~sCreeko"Aoa, :N W.

lie IG~n
1067 R."r Campaign M '' ~ 71'~y



Thel attached article froma the New.Hampshire Sunday News
that miss "Ruth Col'umbo was. in New, Ha-mpshi re. to set up 'h
for the.'' sp ecial Senate election. Miss ,Coltimbo. stated..
paid by George Meany, president, A.F.L. - C.I.O. and "my
Al Barkant national director of C.O.P.E."

,ank s

Miss Columbo is listed,,in A.F.L. - C.I.O. reports filed with the
Department of Labor for the fiscal year 7/1/74-6/30/75 as the
Assistant Area Director of the Women's Activities Department of
the A.F.L. - C.I.O. She is not listed as a C.O.P.E. -employee as
all other C.O.P.E. employees are. Miss Columbo's salary is $24,400.10
per year.
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B y GREG ANDIIUS1KEVICHI
Sunday News St;~f

Big Labor's campaign ma-
chine has moved into New
Hampshire to secure votes for
Senate hopeful John A. Dur-
kin.

Miss ]Ruth Columbo, wrorn
e n 's activities department
Eastern director of the AFL-
CIO's Committee On Political
Education (COPE) headquar-
tered in Washington, D.C., has
tet up shop in Manchester at
Local 2320 of the International

Darkan, national director o
COPE, she stated.

J. J n s e p h Grandmaison
campaign (director for th4
Durkin cru.ade, said it wna
I"dmarvelouis" to have uniot
People pl;lying an active roli
in the election.

Two weeks ago, on Frida1y
Aug. 1.5 Grandmaison wsu
asked about reports of up
wards of 111 out-of-stnte lahot
personnel being brought in t
help the Duirkin effort. fie tok(
the Sunday News, "You

rumor is absolittely) not fat-
tual," lie further stated, '.1
can say I am positive there,
aren't any.""

Asked, about this. In light of
M i s s .Columlo's presence,
Grandlmaison said he couldn't
recall his exact statement of
two weeks ago. "if I had been
aware of it I would have told
%you, I don't lie to anybody,
including the Union Loader,"
he said.

B rotherhood of Electrical
Workers.

Stating that New Hfampshire,
is merely pne of 27 states she
works in, UMss Columbo ac-
knowledged she was in the
state. "setting np nine tele-
phone banks, calling our union
members, urging them and
reminding them there is a
special Senate election on
Sept. 16."9

"Durkin was endorsed by
the Labor movement. he is
our endorsed candidate and
we're hoping our union mem-
bers will come- and vote for
Durkin, yes," said Miss Co-
lumbo.

Explaining that one of her
jobs Is to "go around and set
un telephone hanks in any
election in which labor has
endor-sed a canldidaIte, " ?0dize
('olunjbo stated. "'Ti1ft'q 'why
I'm~ In lNew 1hamrpshire."0

Miss Columibo revealod that
COPE is setting up telephone,
banks in various parts of the
stite in an effort to contact
the 475100D union riember%
aiffiliated with thie AF'tr17O.
Th c ' are u s i n n computer
printouts as a guide. Pie said
they are not callitif the 5.00
memnbers or the Teamsters in
the state nor the some 1,000
members of the Auto Work-
ers.

"NO SE~CRET"

"It's rn secret." sho saidl,
"$we're here calling our uinion
11iemlers andl only our unin
members," she stressed. She

so adlded -,he is paid lIV
George NI e a n y , presidentl.
AFL-CIO and "my boss is Al
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*NOT INFOIIM11-)?
Apparently, then, Duzrkin's

rimnpaiell diretor was; not
informed for sli lra-t four
(lays that the AIX-10 hart
n, of its ton political rervre-

5entatfives in New Haimpshire
Wor1king for his candidlate. A
ftirthor cherk with Miss Co-
1ilin feeli vit she ,vr-

'vdin the state on Tuesday.
Alt Am 12.

"I think unions ha1. a
ro',nonsihilitv to its mr'rnbhr-
chip to don evervttine rn~tsihle
to provide thirm wi~l the%

* materials, with intortn-tion.
ani Int ent-uAthtirwPIiil to
Vote. I don't see nthinZ

' nl! With it,'' Fil (;yfafl-
11 io on "Joh-n Diurlnn 1i
L.IVROI Page Is
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~ eton44c)saes.."reports shall be filed not later than-

the 10th day following the close of any calendar quarter in which

the .candidate or political committee concerned receiVe4 coritribu-
tions in excess of $1,000."

Section 431(e) (4) contribution means the payment, by .. a political

committee, of compensation for the personal services of another

person which are rendered to such candidate or political committee.

On 9/29 the I.L.G.W.U. Campaign Committee reimbursed the I.L.G.W.U.

$1,132.74 for Elliot Klitzman and Margaret Bevins 'in kind' work for

the Durkin campaign.

on 9/29 the I.L.G.W.U. Campaign Committee reimbursed the North New

England District Council $590.55 for the 'in kind' services for

the Durkin Campaign of Edward O'Connell, Elliot Klitzman, Margaret
Bevins and Theresa Longlie.

The Durkin committee does not show these contributions anywhere in

Ntheir reports.

C!I



Section 433 (a.) of the Federal Election Campaign Law states,
"ahpolitical committee which anticipate's receivigcUt, ~ u

tiobns or making expenditures during the calendar year in an g~.
gregate aoneceding $1,000 shall file with the Commniss'on
a statement of organization ... 10 days after the date on which
it has information which causes the committee to anticipate it
will receive contributions or make expenditures in excess of $1,000."1

On 8/28/75 the Seafarers Political Activities Donation, a reporting
committee, gave $1,150 to the Sullivan County Labor Council A.F.L.
C.I.O. in Maremont, New Hampshire. The money was given for the
campaign of John D~urkin. The Sullivan County Labor Council. did
not register or report as required by law.

Nv
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It would app~ear to be illegal that organized labor sent letters, ad
brochures to union umbiers in envelopes granted special postal rates as
Non-Profit organizations. IThese special postage rates are subsidized by
the Federal Government. (Attached.)

uC"-

17.
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The Deocratic State OCUiittee Get-Out-The-Vote Qitiittee registered
on 9/5/75. They were set up to aid the Durkin cazupaign. To date it
appears they have never reported on their contributions or expenses.
If they have raised money this would be a violation of the law.
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After bie 1974 election the Durkin canipaign set up a continuing coimmittee
tpay off the debt and f inance the Senate challenge. This:' CO~mitte Mas

called the Durkin for u. s. Senate Cmvrnttee - 1975. As of Septemb*erl 30, 1975
this omunittee had raised $43,835.97, spent $49,980.47, had a'cash on ,hand
position of $1,196.76 and a debt of $45,606.59.

This cciMiittee also reported as of 10/6/75 contributions of $208,146.57,j
expenses of $196,027.25, cash on hand of $12,119.32 and a debt of $14,777.32.

It would seen that the cormittee is keeping two sets of boioks -a clear
violation of the Federal Election Law.
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Ralph Nader was in~ New HWtshire one week before the election. it Would.

be interesting to know if organized labor ise contributing to Nader's'efforts
against 'business'.

Attached is a news article frcin the PORTSMUITH HERALD 9/8/75.

.all M OM!
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An examiple of 'getting around the law" is the Machinist Not-Partisan
Political Coinittee' s contributions to the Durkin caqrpaign. On 2/11/75.,
the M.N.,P.P.L. gave $1,000 to the past campaign. On July 11,19751they
gave $5,000. This was supposedly for the 1974 lection and 1975 challenqe
(pre-election). The~y gave another $5,000 on 8/28/75. Thelaw-states
a limit of $5,000 for a gjiven election.

C,
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LECTfON COMM495(ON
13-5 K( 5TTN1
7WASHINGTON.0.C. 20463

November 19, 1975

Drew ?WtKay

Peter Roman

Michael Hershman t.

CA-053-75

An intial review of the pre and post-election reports filed
by the Durkin for U. S. Senate Comuittee 197S indicated that the
total cumulative expenditures for the New Hampshire Special Election
totaled $196,027.25, plus outstanding obligations owed by the
conmnittee for campaign expenses of $14,777.32.

After being notified of the discrepency, the treasurer of the
Duirkin for U. S. Senate Committee 1975 responded with the following
explanation of expenditures:

Telephone Deposits
Refund of Overpayment
Loan Repayments
Payroll Taxes (previously reported

as individual wages)
Reimbursement for Charter Flight
Refund of Contribution
Transfer to Durkin Office Account

Total

Total cumulative expenditures per
the 30 day post election report:

Plus: Outstanding obligation owed
by the committee for campaign expenses

Subtotal

Less: Explanation of expenditures
by Durkin Committee

Total

$11,000.00
21.00

13,800.00

2,090.07
39670.92

150.00
2,000.00

$32,731%.09

$196,027-025

14,777.32

$210,804357

32,731.99

$178,072.58

FfEUAL EECTION CBOfIA'

OFFICIALFI

To:

Througb:

Vrim:

Subject:

C.
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November 19, L#7S

It would appear from the above figures that the Durldn.
for U. S. Senate Committee 1975 stayed within the limitations
of 608(c). However, it should be noted that the explanation
of expenditures has not been independently verified. The
matter will be examined during the regular audit program.

Page Z;2



Et -NW
ON.()C- 20463

Drev M~a~r

TOUGH: Peter. Rotman
Michael Herasomn$

FROM: Al Keema /~

SUBJECT: Telephone.,Contact, *Ith Barbara Shea 7r
Officer .for the Durkin for U. S. Sftate
November 119 1975. CA-053-75.. teeq

A telephone call vas made to Ms. Shea to determine w hether
the Durkin Campaign had exceeded-its expenditure limitation, in
the New Hampshire Special Election held on September1,195
An analysis of the committee's reports by A.I.D. Staff indicated
that the committee may have exceeded its total spending limitation
by $14,647, based upon its pre and post-election reports. $*,,Shea
outlined the following transactions reflected in thelcomitte's
records which have the effect of reducing reported expenditures
for limitation purposes:

1. Expected refunds of deposits
2. Transfer of funds to set up Durkcin

Office Account
3. Refunds from indi'viduals for chartered

airplane paid for from committee funds
4. Overstatement of amount owed to tele-

phone company
5. Overstatement of amount owed to law

firm (obligation related to recount)

Total

$.11,335400

,2SO 000

3,671.,00

800100

$18*36.00

I asked Ms. Shea to submit a letter to the Commission detailing
these items.

Based upon the above information, there would appear to be no
violation of the limitations prescribed by 18 U.S.C. 608(c) in-
connection with the Durkin Campaign.

IF , FILL i~

N



Allegation:

Report:
Cq

Recommendation:

compliance Action

Review of Ir and pqst-el~ctiOA* P6:kt$
filed by the Durki n for U. S. 'Senate
Committee 1975 indicted the limitations
of Section 608(Cc) apparently had been
exceeded.

After being notified% of,"the discdrepancy,
the Treasurer of theDurkin for,,.S
Senate Committee .1975 .responded Iwith an:
explanation of the matte'r (eatahd,
letter).

The response from the Treasurer, *,ban
compared. against. the. *ports. 044aitely
resolved the apprn discrepancy. There-
fore, it is recommended. the case be .closed..0

Attachment

£ ~>
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Federal Elections Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington* 0. C.-
20463

Dear Sirs;

Regarding the' total expenditures of $196,027.25 sobi1tted'on the
October 16,' 1975 report, I am forwiarding to you the: fol lowing ex-
planation.,

on our report of September 16th we were refunded_ anoe yment
of $21 .00 from the Union Leader Corp. Telephone deposits in the
amount of $11.000.00 were made, and loan repayments were made' totaling
$13,800.00.

On our report of October 16., 1975 we reported payment of payroll
taxes of $2,090.07 which were previously reported in the individual wsages.
A cashiers check from the Bank of N.H. in the amount of $3,670.92 was
purchased to pay for a charter plane to Washington. The money for this
flight is being reimbursed to the coridttee by each person on the flight
at a rate of $80.00 per person. We also reported $150.00 as a returned
contribution to Mir. Amos Roos. The Committee transferred to the John
A. Durkin Office account the sum of $23000.00 for transitional expenses
of the Senator.

If the aboved mentioned instances of duplicate spending are de-
ducted from out total expenditures you will find that we have not ex-
ceeded the spending limit.

If I can be of further service to you please do not hestitate
to contact me.

*~tN sincerely yours,

Barbara F. Shea
Treasurer & Fiscal Agent

BFS/jef



t4ZMORWODUM TO:

THROUGH:

FROM:

SUBCT,:

Stephen Schachmnan,
Assistant GeneralCoim.a

Drew "c AY/Peter spoa

Al Keema-/Jia. NycuM

Review of Durkin for U.S., Senate
1975. Reported Expendit xes for
608(e) limitations.

A review of the pre and post-election,-repotiled

by the committee for the New Hampshire Special Blection

indicates that# after the following adjustments, the i mi-

tations of Section 608(g) have been exceeded.

Total cumulative expenditures per the 30
day post election report:

Less: Expenditures not applicable to
the spending limitations, i.e.., repay-
ment of bank loan and double reporting
of payroll taxes.

Subtotal
Plus: (1) Outstanding obligations

owed by the committee for
campaign expenses

Subtotal
(2) Contributions in kind
reported by various political
committees not reported by
Durkin for U.S. Senate Committee
1975.

Total Expenditures

$196,027.25

16,157.24

179,870.01

14,777.32

5o760.40

yU4l. ~

11~x. ~.~ ~siig.M.

0
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The above-described material was removed from this
file pursuant to the following exemption provided in the
Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. Section 552(b):

(1) Classified Information

(2) Internal rules and
practices

(3) Exempted by other
statute

(4) Trade secrets and
commercial or
financial information

(6) Personal privacy

(7) Investigatory
files

(8) Banking
In formation

(9) Well Information
(geographic or
geophysical)

(5) Internal Documents

Signed __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

date -U -

FEC 9-21-77
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